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Editorial 


‘Partnership’ still entrenched in the unions 


ballot for industrial action by CWU members in the Post 

Office should give pause for thought for those who believed 
that an upturn in struggles would automatically change the balance 
of power between workers and employers. We interview Matt 
Wrack from the London Region of the FBU, which rejected the 
settlement. He raises an important issue of membership control 
over the leadership of the FBU. General Secretary Andy Gilchrist 
was said to be a member of the so-called "awkward squad"; the 
supposedly militant new generation of union leaders. The reality is 
far from the journalistic picture of the media. Gilchrist has shown 
this in the most ignominious of fashions. Having launched a strike 
for what was an unrealistic demand (certainly as a short term aim) 
he hoisted the white flag as soon as the war began, negotiating an 
agreement which was completely unacceptable to the members. 
They overwhelmingly rejected it at the March FBU special 
conference. Yet the draft agreement which he subsequently 
negotiated marked a capitulation to the government's 
‘modernisation' agenda, abandoning opposition to overtime and 
leaving branches to resists cuts at the local level. Matt Wrack 
considers why this was accepted. 


Y Vhe outcome of the Firefighters' dispute and the loss of the 


We report on the recent TUC which showed the extent of the gulf 
between the unions and Blair's government. The crisis in relations 
between the unions and the government is rooted in its privatization 
agenda. In his press release of his speech to the TUC dinner with 
union leaders, Blair made it clear that there would be no ‘retreat’. 
This underlined the false 'hopes' expressed by trade union leaders at 
the setting up of a forum with the government. Later at the Labour 
conference he conjured up the ridiculous analogy of a vehicle 
without a reverse gear. Who would buy such a thing? 


UNISON leader Dave Prentis is another member of the “awkward 
squad”. UNISON leaders engineered a 'trial' of Agenda for Change, 
the pay arrangements negotiated for the Health Service. As we 
reported in the last issue this included elements of 'performance 
pay' and for some staff an increase in their working hours. The 
contempt in which these union leaders are held by the government 
was reflected in the fact that no sooner had the 'trial' been agreed 
(covering only 12 trusts) than news emerged that the first 29 
applicants for Foundation Hospital status had been told to 
implement Agenda for Change! The 'trial' was one of the means by 
which the union leaders sold this deal to the members, the message 
being if it didn't work out well then the union might not agree to its 
extension to the whole NHS. 


UNISON at the Cumbria Infirmary has meanwhile managed to 
increase union membership from 300 to 3,200 in the wake of a 
successful equal pay claim (see page 11) which will cost the Trust 
an estimated £97 million. This claim, described by John Lister of 
London Health Emergency as the biggest equal pay claim in 
European history, was a fantastic success. What was unusual about 
it was that it was based on claims for the lowest paid staff. 


Historically, the health service, which has been so much revered by 
the labour movement, has provided the service on the backs of very 
low paid staff. Here is a big victory which could be the starting 
point for driving up wages for the lowest paid staff. Where else can 
the union boast of increasing membership tenfold? 


So why the reticence from UNISON? Why have they not been 
shouting from the roof-tops of their success? Probably because 
UNISON's leaders were keen to push through Agenda for Change, 
which does not compare very favourably with the wage increases 
which staff in Carlisle are liable to get as a result of their Tribunal 
appeal case. 


At the TUC Dave Prentis condemned the government's “twisted 
ideology”. Yet at the same time you can hear him speak of the 
“achievements” of this neo-liberal government. In reality, so vast is 
the gulf between the interests of working people and the 
government's programme, that a serious struggle against it would 
pose a political break of the unions with New Labour. It is this that 
the trade union leaders baulk at. 


What the experience of the Firefighters' dispute and that of 
UNISON in Cumbria health service shows is that we cannot rely on 
leaders who may sound very left wing when they want to be 
elected. What matters is the programme for which they mobilise 
and the level of organisation amongst the membership. 


We report on the decision of the RMT AGM to allow branches and 
regions of the union to support candidates other than Labour ones. 
Should the Scottish Region of the RMT affiliate to the Scottish 
Socialist Party, a move supported by Bob Crow, then it is difficult 
to see how the New Labour apparatus could refrain from expelling 
the union from the party. This would make the debate on a political 
alternative more practical than theoretical. 


‘So vast is the gulf between the interests of 
working people and the government's 
programme, that a serious struggle against 
it would pose a political break of the 
unions with New Labour. It is this that the 
trade union leaders baulk at’ 


The defeat of Blairite candidates in a long run of union elections 
raised expectations of a new period of growth for the unions and 
the strengthening of their organization. But the “awkward squad” is 
a very mixed bunch. More fundamentally the trades unions are only 
liable to move forward if there is a break with the methods 
employed in the period of defeats. Yet in none of the unions which 
adopted the 'partnership' approach has there been a clean break with 
it. For all the criticism of the government at the TUC it was clear 
from the resolutions and speeches that 'partnership' is still very 
much entrenched in the majority of unions. The lost ballot in the 
CWU is at least in part the result of the ‘partnership’ with Royal 
Mail and the acceptance of its commercial agenda. 


Whilst the Blair leadership lost a vote on Foundation hospitals at 
the Labour conference, and was forced to retreat on the pension 
issue, the fact is that even before the event, he had declared that 
what happened at the conference was an irrelevance. Even if you 
accept that the party can be ‘reclaimed’ the reality is that there will 
be no change of direction without the departure of Blair. Will the 
union leaders campaign for his removal rather than just use the 
words? We somehow doubt it. 


For socialists in the unions there still remains the task of 
challenging the ideological basis of the alliance of the British 
unions with British employers. NUJ General Secretary Jeremy Dear 
has referred to the failed strategy of partnership. We agree. But 
such an understanding remains a minority position even in the 
ranks of the unions. The task of organising to break the unions from 
this political outlook has barely yet begun. Unless we organise 
seriously to do so then the election of new leaders will not open the 
way to breaking the bureaucratic stranglehold on the unions and to 
building independent unions which strive for the interests of the 
working class and all those oppressed by capitalism. 
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‘We need ” build a structure and eatiire i: 


democratic control over officials’ 


The London Region of the FBU was one 
of those vehemently opposed to the terms 
of the settlement of the Firefighter’s 
dispute. Below we speak to London 
Region Organiser Matt Wrack about the 
dispute and the lessons to be learned from 
it. 


Having overwhelmingly rejected the 
amended deal at the March special 
conference, the June one voted three to 
one to accept something similar, if not 
worse. What do you think produced the 
turn around? 


t the March re-call conference the 

Executive attempted to ambush 

the delegates. The “offer” was 
only received the day before the 
conference and the Executive Council 
agreed to recommend acceptance. 
However, the delegations were angry at 
the various manoeuvres of the leadership. 
Secondly, the leadership had not at that 
stage spent so much time convincing 
activists and members that we were at the 
end of the road. It took a lot more pressure 
from the leadership before the conference 
buckled. 


By June, the leadership had managed to 
further undermine the confidence of the 
membership. One layer accepted that we 
had gone as far as we could. They 
accepted the leadership's argument that we 
could not fight against the threat (from 
Prescott) of imposition of a deal or against 
a possible legal threat to further strike 
action. Another layer thought that we 
could make no progress under the current 
leadership. The most determined (about 
27%) were ready to carry on. 


Another thing to note was in relation to 
voting. At the conference, brigade 
delegations vote as a block. The vote for 
the whole of the membership is cast 
according to the decision on the majority. 
In the rejecting brigades, the majorities to 
reject were very decisive. However, in 
many of the accepting brigades the 
majorities were very close. In one case the 
acceptance was by one branch. In the case 
of Strathclyde, it was reported that the 
majority to accept was 51%-49%. It 
appears that the officials trying to win 
acceptance had an uphill battle. 
Unfortunately it was always going to be 
hard to carry on when our leadership 
clearly had no stomach for a further fight. 


Your leadership has at its head somebody 
said to be a member of the "awkward 
squad" of new union leaders. What do you 
think the conduct of your dispute tells us 


incl 


about this new layer of leaders, and the 
struggle to turn the unions into fighting 
organisations, which more adequately 
serve the interests of the members? 


I think the FBU is a slightly different case 
from some of the other unions who have 
elected “awkward squad” leaders. Andy 
Gilchrist was effectively the establishment 
candidate in a union where a “left” group 
dominates the Executive overwhelmingly. 
Unfortunately this “left” group has no 
links outside of the Executive and is 
completely outside any control of ordinary 
members or activists. It is run in an 
extremely hierarchical way so that 
candidates for national positions are 
decided by a group on the Executive 
Council without any discussion with other 
activists. Methods like this cannot bring 
any serious change to a union and sadly 
that has been confirmed by the FBU 
leadership during the pay campaign. 


The outcome of the dispute also highlights 
the political problems facing the Awkward 
Squad. Andy Gilchrist and the rest of the 
FBU leadership had no alternative to 
Labour. They were completely unprepared 
for a serious fight against a Labour 
Government. 

Union activists need to discuss these 
problems seriously. It is clearly not 
sufficient to elect officials on “left” 
tickets. We also need organized networks 
of activists. I think one of the most 
important debates is about union 
democracy. The FBU leadership when 
challenged by angry members have 


argued that their term of office lasts for 
four or five years, after which time the 
members can vote them out if they are still 
unsatisfied. It is a vision of democracy 
very similar to the parliamentary model. 
Members elect their leaders for a period of 
time. In between elections the members 
have no real role except as a stage army to 
be marched up and down at the whim of 
the leadership. 


During the FBU dispute, decision making 
was very centralised and many members 
and activists felt a huge frustration at the 

inability to influence decisions. 


We need to fight for a democracy that 
encourages the active participation of 
members and is based on control over 
elected officials. I think that is a very 
different model to the one developed by 
the FBU leadership and others. 


How much of a defeat do you think you 
have suffered, and how do you think that 
events will unfold now that the employers 
have been given the green light to 
‘modernise’ the service. 


I think it is important to remember that we 
were not defeated by the government and 
employers. They were completely unable 
to defeat our strikes, which were solid 
throughout. Rather, victory was handed to 
them on a plate by the FBU leadership. 
The positive side of this is that our union 
is in tact and we can fight again. The 
downside is that the confidence of 
members has taken a serious knock. There 


SUEUR RRC Oe U UU C EEC EeeEeE eT eeecereeeceee 


4 SOLIDARITY Issue 10 Oct-Dec 2003 


is little or no belief that the leadership can 
be relied on (that is certainly the view in 
my region and I believe it is fairly 
widespread). That lack of confidence will 
make it difficult to fight. 


However, it is clear that employers up and 
down the country will be launching attacks 
and this will at some point provoke a 
reaction. 


One of the key weaknesses throughout the 
dispute appears to have been the lack of 
control of the Executive Committee. Are 
there likely to be any moves to organise a 
slate to challenge those who have let the 
members down? 


I am aware that in a number of brigades, 
including my own, motions of no 
confidence in the executive are being 
debated. Members have also realized that 
there is no mechanism in the rules for such 
a move against the General Secretary or 
national officers. I believe there are likely 
to be challenges to various officials when 
they come up for election. The more 
important issue, however, is the question 
of control over the Executive Council. We 
need to build a structure and culture of 
democratic control over officials. 


Any defeat has a demoralising impact on 
all but the most determined activists. How 
do you think the outcome of the dispute 
will impact on the debate on the political 
fund? 


I think the rank and file will take their 
revenge on the leadership on the question 
of the political fund. During the dispute the 
Executive continued to pay £12,000 a 
quarter in affiliation fees. Members in all 
brigade are furious at this. In London we 
have suspended all payments to Labour, 
including our regional affiliation fee. I 
think there will be very strong pressure at 
the next conference to disaffiliate 
completely. I look forward to the General 
Secretary's defence of the Labour Party. 


One of the weaknesses of the union 
appears to have been the lack of networks 
of rank and file activists, organised 
nationally. Are there any initiatives likely 
in this respect? 


There have been various initiatives during 
the campaign and discussions are 
continuing about the best way forward. 
Undoubtedly, one of the weaknesses in the 
dispute was the failure of a wide layer of 
officials and activists to challenge how the 
dispute was being handled. 


The FBU is quite a centralised union and a 
lot of power rests with Head Office and 
national officials. There is no real culture 
of control over the national executive and 
this needs to be built. 


I think there are two aspects of what needs 
to be done in relation to building a rank 
and file challenge. Firstly, work needs to 
be done within brigades and regions to 
build greater openness and accountability. 
Ordinary members need to feel that their 
decisions will actually be implemented by 
their officials. Otherwise the 
demoralisation that has emerged will 
simply spread. This aspect of work needs 
to feed into a wider discussion and 
campaign over democracy in the FBU as a 
whole. 


The second job we face is to build a 
network or organisation that can challenge 
the leadership and fight for a union that is 
controlled by the members. Unfortunately 
there are a number of problems with this. I 
am sure everyone has seen the various 'left' 
or 'rank and file' groups that have been 
established by left groups. We have had 
similar experiences in the FBU where 
groups or bulletins are launched claiming 
to speak for the rank and file which are in 
reality party publications controlled by 
non-union members. I want us to avoid 
that sort of approach but unfortunately we 
already have two examples up and 
running. I am interested in a genuine 
independent structure set up and run by 
FBU members. 


Are there any general lessons which you 
think activists across the unions can draw 


from the experience of your dispute?" 


I think there were some very positive 
lessons at the start. The colour, noise and 
enthusiasm on the demonstrations were 
very different from traditional trade union 
events in Britain. 


Our members also demonstrated a 
willingness to take direct action. We 
stormed and occupied a council meeting in 
London and we held a spontaneous sit- 
down protest in parliament square. These 
sorts of events took many people by 


Firefighters’ dispute 


Andy Gilchrist 


surprise, especially coming from a group 
of uniformed workers. 


During the periods of strike action, in most 
brigades, our members had control over 
the workplaces. They carried FBU banners 
and flags, fire engines were also decorated. 
The workplace became a focus of the 
dispute and an organising centre for our 
members and supporters. 


On the negative side, we were unable to 
effectively control our leadership at any 
stage of the dispute and they were 
eventually able to wear people down and 
get the deal accepted. Activists going into 
struggle need to develop strategies to 
ensure rank and file control over the union 
machine and over disputes even with the 
‘Awkward Squad’ in charge. 


The London Region of the FBU has 
produced a special issue of its Bulletin 
‘FBU Organiser’ /ooking at lessons of the 
dispute. The following comments of 
members give an idea of the general tenor. 


“In conclusion I hope the FBU leadership 
are ashamed of themselves...9 to one for 
God’s sake...we rolled over and now Andy 
Gilchrist can go back to bailing out the 
‘new’ labour party with our money, 
apparently whether we want him to or 
not.” Katy Lane 


“The immense mandate given by the 
membership was squandered in cancelled 
strikes and in decisions, which to most of 
us, seemed to go against our wishes...This, 
and the lack of defence of our just claim 
quickly demoralised members and we saw 
it as un unwillingness by the Union 
hierarchy to rock the boat too much.” 
Mick Augood 


“The settlement was a nonsense. 
Particularly as it was worse than the 
Burchill proposal which had just been 
rejected resoundingly... The result was 
through no fault of the membership but 
simply through weak leadership. They 
didn’t appear to have the stomach for the 
fight and never called the government’s 
bluff.” Lew Orrow 


“Then a few days of industrial action were 
cancelled. For what reason? There was 
nothing new on the table. ... This was to 
me the turning point in the whole dispute... 
The government saw that we could be 
manipulated into cancelling days of action 
on false promises and they really started to 
‘lay the boot in’. Richard Melrose 


‘ SOLIDARITY, a copy for each of its 27 


The London Region of the FBU has 
agreed to take out a subscription for 


Regional Council members. Why not get 
your organisation to take out a _ 
subscription? . 
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TUC 2003 


A “new left majonie in the TUC? 


The ‘Iron Chancellor 


RMT delegate Martin Wicks analyses the 
Brighton TUC and its implications for 
relations between the government and the 
unions. 


ordon Brown gave his favourite 

speech to the TUC; the one about 

what a brilliant job he has done as 
Chancellor. It's message was, as Mark 
Serwotka described it, 'you've never had it 
so good' (a famous phrase of Tory Prime 
Minister Harold Macmillan). But the only 
dialogue he promised was that of the deaf. 
There would be no change of direction by 
the government. This was reinforced by 
Blair's press release of his TUC dinner 
speech which said that the government 
would not be pressured to move to the left. 


But Brown made the wrong speech at the 
wrong conference. It was a "horrible" 
conference, one 'senior moderate' told the 
Financial Times. Among the low points, he 
listed Tony Woodley's call for Blair's 
resignation, and the election of Bob Crow, 
RMT general secretary to the TUC general 
council. Every facet of government policy 
was rejected and denounced, whether 
domestic or international. The gulf 
between the unions and the government 
was reflected in unanimous votes against 
government policy. A call for the right of 
workers to take 'secondary' industrial 
action in support of other workers, even 
produced a unanimous vote. Likewise the 
test for would be citizens, including the 
pledge of allegiance to the decrepit House 
of Windsor, was rejected unanimously. 


ISTC 


Only Michael Leahy, leader of the Iron 
and Steel Trades Confederation, the 
Community union, as it rather 
pretentiously calls itself now (its love 
affair with partnership has led it to 
collaborate with management in the 
destruction of steel industry jobs, so it has 
to look elsewhere to survive) strode to the 
rostrum to try to tell us that the 
relationship with the government was fine 
and dandy. 

Even on the war with Iraq, the trade union 


H 


CWU General $4 


leaders who had prevaricated at last year's 
congress, found their unions voting 
unanimously for a resolution which called 
for the withdrawal of US and British 
troops. The execrable Roger Lyons (he of 
the famous expense claim for a 25p 
current bun) derided unions at last year's 
Congress for calling for opposition to war, 
even if the United Nations supported it. 
They sounded like speakers from 'Baghdad 
Trades Council' he said. Yet Lyons now 
spoke on behalf of the General Council 
report which stated that the case for war 
had not been made. 


Forum - a feeble sop 


Whilst some leaders expressed hopes for 
the forum which the government had 
agreed to set up with the unions, the reality 
is that this was a feeble sop. This man is 
not for turning, Blair might well have said. 
The contempt with which he holds the 
unions was reflected in the fact that whilst 
he is prepared to meet with MPs opposed 
to the closure of the Royal Mail postal 


’ Tony Woodley 


trains, he has refused to meet with the 
unions. 


There was much talk in Brighton, during 
the week, about 'unity' having broken out 
in the TUC, along the lines of a radical 
turn. Billy Hayes, CWU General 
Secretary, has spoken of a “new left 
majority”. This was reinforced by the 
contributions of Tony Woodley, General 
Secretary elect of the TGWU, who said in 
a fringe meeting that Blair should resign, 
because of his role in relation to Iraq. Even 
Bill Morris, one of the most conciliatory of 
the trade union leaders, denounced 
Foundation hospitals as “a dagger at the 
heart of the NHS”. But the trade union 
leaders are only united in their view that 
they do not like what the government is 
doing. Tackling it is another thing 
altogether. 


The election of Tony Woodley, who made 
some very powerful contributions to the 
discussion, has served to reinforce those 


sections of the unions which want to 
prevent a political break with the Labour 
Party. Barry Camfield (deputising for 
Woodley), Mick Rix and Billy Hayes 
spoke at a fringe meeting, “Save Our 
Party”. Mick floated his idea of building a 
new “Labour Representation Committee” 
(this was the name of the body created by 
the unions in 1900 which led to the 
founding of the Labour Party in 1906). 
The crisis of Blair and co was so great, 
said Mick, “they were there for the 
taking”. Indeed he predicted that Blair 
would end up seeking “a deal” with the 
left. With organisation the party could be 
“taken back”. 


Billy Hayes derided those on the left, 
outside of “the party” who were apparently 
singing the same tune as the right, 
breaking the link between the unions and 
the party. Leading Labour activist Dorothy 
Macedo said that those fighting outside the 
Labour Party were “fighting in an empty 
field”. 


Free market fanatic 


Whilst the election of leaders like Hayes 
was welcome, compared with the 
alternatives, this in itself has not, and will 
not transform the unions into radical, 
fighting organisations. The “awkward 
squad”, as with anybody else, will be 
tested not just by their speeches but by 
what they do in practice. It is one thing to 
hear union leaders rightly condemning the 
government for its privatisation agenda. 
But it is clear that Blair will not be 
persuaded to change course and admit that 
his love affair with free market economics 
and privatisation was a mistake. This 
would bring New Labour's house of cards 
tumbling down. Blair is a free market 
fanatic. He is the kind of ideologue who 
does not recognise the need to test out his 
ideas in practice, against real life 
experience. There is no chance of a shift of 
direction by New Labour unless he goes. 


Tony Woodley was right to call for Blair’s 
resignation, but if the union leaders are 
serious about a change of direction then 
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they should campaign for the removal of 
Blair. Yet on his web diary we read Billy 
Hayes saying: “Congress has spoken with 
a clear voice. We hope that the government 
is listening with an open mind.” Yet he 
knows this is nonsense. 


Of course it was the trade union leaders 
(some of whom have gone now) who 
eased the way for Blair's victory. This was 
acknowledged by Barry Camfield who 
said that the biggest mistake was going 
along with “The Party in Power” which 
introduced constitutional changes designed 
to silence dissent. More than this the 
unions adopted the 'social partnership' 
outlook which constituted a central core of 
New Labour's philosophy. One of the 
things which was notable during the week 
was the extent to which partnership was 
accepted as the 'common sense' of the 
movement; the only comments against 
partnership coming from Bob Crow. 


Political weakness 


The political weakness of some of the new 
left leaders was exemplified by Billy 
Hayes, moving a resolution in relation to 
‘offshore working’. Billy has played a very 
positive role in relation to the war, but 
even he seems to have swallowed a little 
of the partnership poison. Despite the fact 
that the Composite resolution referred to 
the need for a 'global organising strategy’, 
Billy said “as Amicus argue in the 
engineering sector, we say in the service 
sector invest, innovate, improve 
productivity, raise the game”. But 
productivity always means more work out 
of less people. And it was precisely in 
those sectors of the economy that produce 
goods for the international market, that 
partnership was pioneered. The result has 
been disastrous, with the loss of hundreds 
of thousands of jobs. The trades unions 
cannot be set on a radical course unless 
they break with this 'social partnership' 
agenda. 


In an interview with Andrew Murray in his 
new book, “A New Labour Nightmare”, 
Tony Woodley says that “we have to stop 
concession bargaining and start fighting 
back”. But it was the social partnership 
outlook which eased the way for this 
“concession bargaining”. The unions 
accepted job cut after job cut to “save the 
company”, and most often...saw factories 
close further on. Tony Woodley seems to 
recognise this when he tells Andrew 
Murray: 


“T think there is a real sense of 
disappointment amongst members that the 
trades unions are less principled than in the 
past and do not seem to stand up and battle 
for people's interests as in the past that 
they have become almost irrelevant. 


Working people out there, because of the 
partnership principles which have been 
adopted over the last decade and a half, 
purely to give the unions the chance of 
increasing membership, because of the 
single union, almost no-strike deals, feel 
that we have become part of the 
management structure. And if that is the 
view coming from people who are already 
in unionised workplaces, then I have to ask 
myself, what do people who have never 
been in unions feel about us?” 


These are unusual comments from a trade 
union leader, and welcome ones. But what 
is needed is a sharp and definitive break 
from 'social partnership’. This has yet to 
take place. So long as the unions maintain 
that their members' interests are identified 
with the 'success' of British companies in 
the global market place there will be no 
real progress. 


A socialist perspective 


A socialist perspective for the unions has 
to be based on international solidarity, 
identifying the interests of British workers, 
with foreign workers, who we should see 
as allies rather than competitors. Billy 
Hayes said that “the challenge to the UK 
economy is how it competes in such a 
world so that it can maintain growth and 
employment in the UK”. On the contrary 
the challenge to those who want a break 
with 'neo-liberalism' of which Billy has 
spoken is breaking the unions from their 
nationalist outlook and building a practical 
working class internationalism rather than 
looking for 'British success' in the global 
market. Moreover, the socialization of 
production, which might seem fanciful 
today, is nevertheless a long term 
perspective which is given expression in 


the demand for re-nationalisation of the 
railways, and British Telecomm. 


Events at the TUC have shown the gulf 
between the unions and the government. 
The fact that supporters of government 
policy have lost the overwhelming 
majority of elections to senior posts 
reflects the alienation of the ranks of the 
unions and the working class in general 
from New Labour. Yet the real test of the 
new union leaders is whether or not they 
are prepared to turn the criticisms into 
action, including industrial action against 
the government's neo-liberal privatisation 
policies. 


However, at a fringe meeting on 
Foundation hospitals, Karen Jennings, the 
officer in charge of the unions' NHS 
sector, was asked what were the chances of 
industrial action to back up the political 
campaign against Foundation hospitals. 
With less than two months to go before the 
legislation went through parliament, she 
said that they did not know whether 
industrial action would be legal. They 
would “have to look at it”. How's that for a 
sense of urgency? 


Dave Prentis 
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Royal Mail 


Green light for management offensive 


he loss of the ballot for strike action 
by Post Office staff was a big blow 

to the CWU. Members voted 
48,038 to 46, 391 against taking action. 
Whilst it is too soon to make a full 
accounting of why it was lost, there appear 
to be some obvious reasons. The CWU 
leadership was not opposing all job losses. 
It had already accepted the move to single 
deliveries. Its campaign bulletin “The 
Truth” called for: 


“A more realistic and achievable way of 
introducing the major change - single 
deliveries, review of Mail Centre and 
transport operations - with no 
predetermined job losses. Instead jointly 
agreed local targets influenced by your 
local knowledge.” 


So it did not challenge the need for 
“change”. 


The loss of the ballot was undoubtedly the 
result of the strategy of the union over the 
past few years. The moratorium on strikes 
resulting from the Sawyer inquiry in 
industrial relations undercut the 
combativity of members at the local level 
where unofficial action was fairly 
common. The 'partnership' with the Post 
Office undoubtedly undermined the 
independence of the union and identified it 
with the commercialisation of the Post 
Office. 


The campaign of the Royal Mail 
management, and their threat that the 
strikes could last until after Christmas, 
seems to have had an impact. Alan 
Leighton wrote: 


"If you vote with the activists against the 
deal, or don't vote at all, we begin the 
process of commercial suicide. We are 
prepared for months of strikes (potentially 
to Christmas and beyond), costs/losses will 
mount up to £20m a day, and competition 
will come marching in." 


Members undoubtedly weighed up the 
pros and cons of action, asking themselves 
whether the strikes could deliver a higher 
increase. A small majority concluded that 
it would not. The debacle of the FBU may 
well have had an impact. 


There was some evidence that supporters 
of the previous AGS John Keggie did not 
campaign seriously for a yes vote, seeking 
to undermine Dave Ward. One of their 
number reputedly told the Times they were 
happy with the outcome of the ballot! 


Management has concluded that the loss of 
the ballot by the union is a green light to 


go on the offensive. In the first meeting 
after the ballot result they demanded that 
the union sign up to the deal un-amended, 
and that not a penny extra would be added 
to the London weighting offer. They said 
that in the next two weeks they would be 
producing detailed proposals for a new 
industrial relations structure for the 
business. 


“Effectively de-recognising the 
union”? 


AGS Dave Ward responded by saying that: 


“It is the executive's unanimous view that 
Royal Mail now see the ballot result as 
giving them the green light to impose 
change totally on their terms, effectively 
de-recognising the union unless we accept 
everything they demand.” 


The management's new mood of 
confidence in taking on the union was 
reflected in Oxford where they tried to 
stop union reps handing out a CWU 
circular detailing the attacks being 
prepared by Royal Mail. This led to a 
series of walk-outs. Management told the 
union in Oxford it was going to impose 
changes to a whole range of disputed 
issues, and announced the cancellation of 
overtime. A driver was instructed to take 
mail to Swindon, off his normal delivery 
route, refused and was sacked on the spot. 
This led to further walk-outs, though 
management eventually backed down. 


At issue now is the ability of the union to 
defend its members in a situation where 
management appears to want to move to 


break its power at the local level. This can — 


only be resisted if the CWU recognises 
that a complete break with the 
management agenda is necessary. For too 


long the CWU has adapted to the 
commercial agenda instead of basing its 
policy on the Post Office providing a 
public service. 


“Greater commercial freedom” 


The union's Charter, for instance states that 
“we will work constructively with 
employers to make them (the businesses) 
competitive nationally and globally and to 
develop new products and services to 
ensure maximum employment on a 
sustained basis”. It adds: “We shall 
campaign for a publicly-owned Post Office 
to be given greater commercial and 
financial freedom to develop new services 
which meet the needs of its customers and 
secure the employment of its staff.” 

But securing the employment of staff will 
not be achieved by supporting the 
development of the Post Office as a 
“global player”. Only a political agenda 
which breaks with this essentially neo- 
liberal outlook can offer an alternative. 


Keggie’s fond farewell 


election for AGSecretary by Dave 

Ward. Despite this Keggie continued 
to sit on the Labour Party NEC where he 
was ostensibly the CWU representative. 


Jes Keggie, defeated in the recent 


Instead of resigning after his defeat he 
voted at the recent meeting at the Labour 
Party conference in favour of Foundation 
Hospitals, in complete contradiction to 
CWU policy. The vote was 16-15 in 
support of the leadership’s position. Serves 
those members right for voting for the 
‘wrong’ man? An ignominious end to an 
opportunist’s career. I don’t suppose he © 
will have phoned up Billy to ask how to 
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Amicus 


Amicus - Let’ sfightfora complete change 


The fusion of MSF and the AEEU will be 
complete in January of 2004. Elections 
are shortly to take place for a 48 member 
executive committee. These elections start 
on November 17th and end on December 
5. A left slate consisting of member of 
MSF Left Unity and the AEEU Gazette 
has been put together. We reproduce below 
the election platform of this grouping. 

Visit their website at 
www.amicusunitygazette.com/ 

This will be a critical election in which the 
membership has the opportunity to clear 
out the dross from the right wing EEPTU 
and AEEU days as the favourite union of 
the employers. 


or the first time since the merger 

members of both sections of 

Amicus will be able to vote together 
for candidates for a new executive which 
will be able to reflect all members of the 
union not just sections when it assumes 
office on the Ist of January. AEEU 
Gazette and MSF Left Unity supporters 
are asking for your support in these 
elections by nominating the candidates 
listed on this leaflet. Nominations for the 
elections will be closing in October with 
the ballot commencing in November and 
closing in December. Candidates standing 
for industry seats will require nominations 
from five branch's in that region. 
Candidates for the women's seats require 
five branch nominations from more than 
one region and five shop steward 
nominations from three different 
workplaces. 


For many years Gazette supporters have 
been arguing against the much-trumpeted 
policies of Social Partnership espoused by 
Jackson and Lyons and the right-wing 
controlled Executives of AEEU and MSF. 
Their policies have not improved our 
conditions at work, neither have they 
prevented record closures in Britain's 
manufacturing industries. Instead they 
have been used as an excuse to sit back 
and do nothing, while the members suffer 
the effects. 


The victory of the Gazette candidate 
Derek Simpson (picture above) in the 
AEEU General Secretary election was a 
massive defeat for the machine of the right 
wing and the end of their discredited 
policies. It reflects a change in the 
attitudes of the members, disillusionment 
with the policies that have achieved 
nothing, and a new willingness to fight for 
jobs and decent conditions at work. 
Change has occurred all across our 
movement when people stand for policies 
in the interests of the members. 


The election of Derek was a real step 


forward for the whole of 
Amicus, but we must finish 
the job off. We need a 
democratic union, with 
strong branches and a 
leadership answerable to 
the membership; a union 
that will fight for an 
improvement in the 
members conditions, that 
will fight tooth and nail to 
defend our jobs and give 
support for policies in the 
interests of the members. 
For that it is imperative 
that the MSF Left Unity 
and AEEU Gazette Executive candidates 
win a majority in the EC elections in 
November. Please give us your support by 
nominating our candidates for your 
industry sector and the national women's 
seats and with a nomination for our 
regional candidate at your September 
branch meeting at your workplace 
meeting. 


What your candidates 
stand for 


An end to 'sweetheart' deals. No more 
slavish loyalty to partnership. 


Support collective bargaining. Genuine 
union agreements that once again 
negotiate wages and conditions. 


Demand legislative changes to protect 
jobs. The crises facing the membership 
who work in transport, steel, and energy 
needs a powerful campaign for re- 
nationalisation led by this union in 
defence of those jobs being threatened. 


Abolish anti-union laws. As a result of 
Thatcher's anti-union laws workers in 
Britain have been unable to take effective 
action to defend our interests. There have 
also been moves by the Labour 
government to introduce even more 
oppressive laws as threatened against the 
fire fighters. 


Ensure a level playing field for British 
workers. We are being asked for greater 
and greater sacrifices until eventually even 
that is not enough. Jobs are being lost in 
Britain and moved abroad where the 
wages and living standards are lower still. 
This is undermining the British economy; 
an economy based on property and 
services is not viable in the long term, if 
we are not producing goods we are not 
creating new wealth and will be unable to 
fund health, education etc. 


Legal protection for workers pension 


= Derek Simpson 


Nothing for something 


. adequate recompense and the little job 


schemes. Restore earnings 
related state pensions. 


Restore local democracy. 
Recreation of the old AEU 
district committees would 
ensure local accountability of 
officers and an end to 
centralised control. 


Introduce the election of 
officials. The officials of this 
union should be accountable 
to the members they 
represent not the central 
leadership or unelected 
regional secretaries. 


Free up branch funds. Allow branches to 
give solidarity to fellow workers in 
dispute. 


Campaign for the introduction of a 
democratic rulebook at the earliest 
opportunity. 


For equalities organisations at all levels 
of the union to combat sexism, racism, 
disability discrimination, ageism and 
homophobia. 


Improve member benefits. The recent 
introduction of legal representation for all 
AEEU members at tribunals has been a 
big stride forward in improving members 
benefits. We must extend the 
improvements to the whole union. 


Always remember that some existing EC 
members who intend to stand again have 
in the past defended Jackson and Lyons. If 
you want the union to have both eyes on 
what the members want instead of one eye 
on the employer and the other eye on 
Downing Street then put your trust in our 
candidates and not in any others who will 
only repeat the failed policies of the past. 


In his election literature, Derek Simpson 
wrote: 


“Partnership is a sop, developed in the 
back of an appeal to our basic instinct that 
we can get something for nothing. In truth 
what we are being drawn into is quite the 
opposite. It is about us getting nothing for 
something! By undermining collective 
bargaining by the partnership approach we 
are opening ourselves to widescale 
exploitation without the means to secure 


security that appears to exist rapidly 
disappears as soon as the bosses find 
greener pastures.” 
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of the executive committee which 


RMT ends New Labour political monopoly 


he RMT Annual General 
Meeting voted 
overwhelmingly to change 


the constitution to enable 
Branches and Regions of the 
union to support candidates, other 
than Labour ones, in local and 
parliamentary elections. The pro- 
Labour wing of the union was 
presented with a quandry, since 
the amendment actually placed 
Labour Party affiliation in the 
constitution, which had not 
previously been the case. 
However, the affiliation was 
reduced to 5,000 members. 
Opposition increased (though still 
only a quarter of the delegates) 
when a resolution from Swansea 
was debated, which spoke of 
working with the Scottish Socialist Party, 
the Greens and Plaid Cymru. 


An historic decision? 


The decision effectively ends the political 
monopoly of the Labour Party, since its 
candidates will no longer be automatically 
supported by the union. Many on the left 
have described this as an historic decision, 
in the sense of beginning a political break 
from Labour. Whether or not this proves to 
be the case will be tested out in practice. 


Clearly support for candidates standing 
against Labour would be in breach of the 
Labour Party constitution. New Labour’s 
General Secretary quite clearly stated that 
the application of this decision would lead 
to expulsion of the union from the Party 
which it had helped to found at the start of 
the twentieth century. 


In the debate at the AGM Bob Crow made 
it clear that the passing of the resolution 
would enable the Scottish Region to 
affiliate to the Scottish Socialist Party, if it 
chose to do so. This is probably where the 
biggest test of the decision will come. 
Whilst the Labour apparatus might 
pragmatically ignore support for non- 
Labour candidates in this or that 
constituency, they could not ignore 
affiliation to another political party. 


Following the conference moves are 
underway to campaign for the Scottish 
Region to affiliate to the SSP. The Region 
will have to write to the Council of 
Executives to seek its agreement for such a 
move. Whether or not this will be agreed 
will depend on the elections taking place, 
for Executive positions, and the union’s 
President where there are four candidates. 


In England and Wales, the constitutional 
amendment is more likely to be tested out 


Bob Crow livens up the TUC 


at the branch level. A big political decision 
like this should be taken by the 
membership. Here the main problem will 
be countering the passivity of wide 
sections of the membership. Whilst 
sections like those on London 
Underground, where the government has 
privatised parts of the network, are angry 
with New Labour, it is not guaranteed that 
those who have not been directly affected 
will support their branch supporting a 
candidate to its left. But a decision taken 
purely by the branch activists would make 
us vulnerable to attack from the mass 
media and a local Labour Party. A new 
political course has to have the support of 
the membership. 


At any rate the decision on the political 
fund may well turn the debate on the issue 
of a socialist political alternative to New 
Labour from the realms of theory to a 
practical issue. 


Democratic victory 


The AGM also took some important 
decisions in relation to the democracy of 
the union. The infamous ‘unofficial 
circulars' rule was thrown out, with the 
support of Bob Crow. This bureaucratic 
rule meant that any circular to branches 
had to be agreed by the General Secretary. 
Under Jimmy Knapp and previous General 
Secretaries, this rule prevented an 
exchange of correspondence and inhibited 
discussion amongst branches and Regions. 
It's disappearance is an important 
democratic victory, not only in terms of 
debate within the union, but also in the 
conduct of elections. Candidates will now 
be able to issue circulars which will give 
the membership a clearer idea of their 
record and their views on the issues facing 
the union. (Election statements are limited 
to 300 words.) 


Bob also supported changes in the conduct 


will henceforth be able to 
determine its own agendas, rather 
than having to go through the 
Byzantine sub-committee 
structures. 


The only position which was lost, 
and which was a source of 
disagreement with the General 
Secretary, was over the proposal 
from the executive to elect the 
President for a three year term, 
instead of the current annual 
election. The argument was put that 
this was simply bringing the 
President in line with the executive 
members who are elected for a 
three year term. 


Here, unfortunately Bob Crow adopted 
what you might describe as the pre- 
Queensbury methods of the knuckle 
fighter, arguing that this was a means of 
saving money. It looked as if Bob was 
going to lose the vote, and in a last 
desperate throw he told the shipping 
delegates that if the proposal was passed 
then the union might be able to afford an 
Assistant to the National Shipping Officer. 
This was just after he had opposed the 
shipping delegates' resolution to have such 
a post! Sadly they swallowed the bait. We 
are now, therefore, left with a Presidential 
term of three years, but without any 
constitutional means of removing the 
President if he acts against the interests of 
the members. 


task of SSP members in the RMT is to 


Crow himself, to campaign for affiliation 
amongst the membership throughout the 
branches. Anything short of persuading the 


Persuading the union’s 
rank and file 


The Scottish Socialist Party’s Industrial 
Organiser, Richie Venton, following the 
RMT’s decision has said: 


“It would be a fatal blunder to imagine we 
have ‘done the business' now the RMT 
conference agreed that if Scottish RMT 
branches request it, the RMT executive 
will support affiliation to the SSP. Now the 


combine with others, particularly Bob 


union's rank and file would be a shortcut to 
a cul-de-sac; an arrangement at the top of 
the union that would amount to very little. 
The primary aim of union affiliations to 
the SSP is to strengthen immeasurably the 
connection between the party and workers 
on the front line of struggle, at workplace 
level, with a direct input to SSP structures 
and decisions from organised trade 


unionists.” 
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UNISON 


UNISON’s equal pay breakthrough 


London Health Emergency has produced 
a pamphlet which explains the case of 
UNISON S$ equal pay claim at the 
Cumberland Infirmary in Carlisle. The 
staff and officers speak of the impact of the 
case for them and the union, which 
increased members tenfold during its’ 
course. The reticence of UNISON may well 
be explained by the fact that the union 
hierarchy was struggling to sell ‘Agenda 
for Change’ to its members. The 
Carlisle case shows the 
weakness of the argument 
that Agenda for Change will 
lead to equal pay. 


One Regional official told a 
supporter of SOLIDARITY 
that the union had had to be 
‘very disciplined’ in relation to 
this case. It seems that it was 
too succesfull. He explained 
that if rolled out throughout the 
public sector that it would lead 
to widescale privatisation. This 
seems to us to be a nonsense 
since if the increases in pay 
which the Carlisle staff are due, 
were rolled out, the private 
sector would hardly be keen to take over 
contracts where workers were on these 
wage levels. 


What a strange mentality that such a 
success should be kept quiet, especially 
when you consider that the public sector 
and the NHS especially has provided 
public services on the cheap, paying 
women workers miserable wages. 


We reproduce extracts from the pamphlet: 
“Carlisle. Dont’ get sore get EQUAL” 


umberland Infirmary sits on the 

outskirts of Carlisle in the far north 

west of England, a newly built 
modern glass and brick building. Built 
with private finance, and opened in 2000, 
the hospital was the first ever to be 
commissioned under the government’s PFI 
scheme. It is one of the major employers 
in this small city. Staff travel from many 
miles around to work here. Apart from 
being the first PFI hospital in the country, 
there’s nothing that appears extraordinary 
here. 


But the hospital is the site of one of the 
best kept secrets in the NHS. Last October 
a panel of independent experts appointed 
by an industrial tribunal found that rates 
for women and men in the same hospital, 
doing similar jobs in skill and 
qualification, are of equal value - but do 
not receive equal pay. 

NHS scales were estbalished in 1948, and 


CARLISLE 


Don't get sore -- 


get EQU 


oats OU 
BREAKTHR 


Karen O'toole and john Listen 


the relative values have changed very little 
in fifty years. The Carlisle women’s claim, 


Europe’s largest equal pay case, has won 
in principle the idea that the NHS 
routinely discriminates against women 
workers. In doing so they have ripped up 
the pay scales of the past fifty years. 
Carlisle’s health workers have been 


waiting a long time for justice: now finally 


they seem to have an answer after more 
than six years of 
campaigning. 


The 1500 women workers 
who lodged equal pay 
claims back in 1997 have 
been told they can expect 
to receive up to £100,000 
in back pay. The final bill 


UAL! 


of £97 million, not 
including any future 
claims, or other salary 
increases. The bill is 
even higher because the 
Trust has for years held 
nursing grades well 
below those in other 


AL A PAY 
OUGH 


Emergency 


, Landen Health 


Trusts. 


To put the cost of the settlement in 
perspective, the total annual budget for the 
Trust is £131 million. The Trust has not 
yet settled, and the Department of Health, 
who have paid the Trust’s legal costs, are 
fearful for the future. The women have 
been involved in the biggest legal 
challenge to pay rates in the history of the 
NHS. 


Although it represents a landmark victory 
for UNISON, the largest healthcare union, 
not much has been said about the case or 
its implications. 
The official line 
from the 
Department of 
Health is that all 
pay rates are 
being 
‘modernised’ in 
the NHS with the 
setting up of Agenda for Change, and that 
the new pay scales will ‘greatly reduce the 
risk of successful equal pay claims’ such 
as Carlisle’s. 


But if the Carlisle formula were to be 
rolled out nationally it would cost an 
estimated £13 billion, more than four 
times the amount of money set aside to 
fund Agenda for Change. 


How were the jobs 
compared? 


is expected to be in excess 


EMERGENCY 


Linda Devlin (a qualified cook) won her 
case and all the other 34 test cases were 
found to do jobs of equal value to a 
comparator. The independent assessors 
appointed by the tribunal, all four of them 
experts in their fields, had found that 
Linda’s job was of equal value to a male 
‘comparator’ a joiner. 


Linda will get a 2 hour reduction in her 
week and a £4,0000 pay increase 
backdated for 12 years, which makes 
Agenda for Change pale into 
insignificance. 


“IT was compared to a joiner because he 
was in a similar position, he had to go to 
college and get his City and Guilds and 
have so many years experience...but 
though we had exactly the same City and 
Guilds qualification he was on £4,500 a 
year more, and his working week was 2 
hours less.” 


“Trickle-up” 


Roger Doyle, UNISON Regional 
Organiser explains. 


“The equal value claim was designed on 
the basis of Thatcherism and her theory of 
“trickle down” - that if we make the rich 
even richer, some of it would trickle down 
to the low paid. We knew trickle down 
didn’t work so we devised “trickle up’’, to 
see if that would work. And it has. 


We decided that we would keep the grades 
at the low end, because the speech 
therapists and every other equal pay and 
equal value claim that had ever been taken 
by the unions were all professional people, 
not the lower grade staff. So when they 
won, there was 
nobody above 
them to benefit, 
because they were 
usually at the top 
of their scales. 


But we calculated 
quite correctly that 
if a D grade nurse won against the 
comparator that we were going for, she 
would leapfrog E, F, G and H - and so they 
would all have to be re-graded as well: and 
that’s exactly what happened, and its 
rather good! 


For details of the pamphlet e-mail LHE at 
health.emergency@virgin.net 


" or write to: LHE, Unit 6, Ivebury Court, 
325 Latimer Rd, London W10 6RA 
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Women and the unions 


Women and the trades unions 


Glen Burrows attended this year's RMT 
AGM for the first time. She was the only 
woman delegate amongst 51 delegates. 
Here she consider why, and looks at the 
issue of womens’ involvement in the 
unions. 

bout 30 years ago 

I gate-crashed, 

with the help of 
my friend Julie, a "Boys' 
night-out". Lap-dancing 
and strip-ograms weren't 
invented then, so I 
suppose it would have 
been fairly tame by 
today's standards, but they were men from 
a working class part of South London, so 
not too delicate in their 
tastes and habits. Anyway, the Friday night 
ritual was sacrosanct. No women invited. 
Ever. Absolutely not. 


Julie and I decided to slip into the pub to 
see what went on. Which we did. And 
were shocked to come across a bunch of 
quiet, bored-looking men sitting around 
gazing glumly into their pints of keg bitter- 
where was the wild excitement we'd 
assumed must be the reason for our 
exclusion? You've probably guessed that 
we left pretty quickly, to find more 
interesting entertainment. But what was 
this exclusion of females all about? In one 
second the myth was exploded. Men have 
a better time with women around! I can't 
confidently state the reverse of course. 
Statistics still show that 2 women die each 
week as a result of domestic violence. I 
live two doors away from a women's 
refuge, and trade is pretty brisk, so it's 
sadly true that a lot of women (and 
children) don't have a better time when 
men are around. 


Social equality 


However, since then I've always felt 
confident that social equality serves male 
interests, as well as female. Relationships 
based on gender equality benefit both 
sexes. And I've always felt guilty that Julie 
and I didn't stick around to brighten their 
evening. 


Translate that scene into any trade union 
meeting. I've been an active trade unionist 
and socialist since I started my working 
life 34 years ago. I've always been in a tiny 
minority at union and socialist meetings. 
And I'm still wondering why! It's a lot 
easier now, because I know that a lot of 
men, too, wonder why. 


I think the problem is that the trade union 
movement still sees the issue of women 
and equality as one of anti-discrimination 
and individual rights, when the real 


problem is the need for cultural change. 
We've become quite adept at dealing with 
discrimination in the workplace, but we 
haven't made much 

progress in achieving gender equality in 
our own organisations. 


I spent a week in Glasgow in June this 
year, as the only woman delegate at RMT's 
Annual General Meeting. That, and a 
subsequent meeting of the National 
Women's Advisory Committee, which 
contains some obviously talented, 
out-spoken and committed women, has set 
me pondering again on why it's so hard to 
get women involved at every level of our 
union. 


Is it because the parliament of our union 
runs on testosterone, alcohol and football? 
The very idea!Certainly the football jokes 
Got a bit wearisome - but many of the 
male delegates felt so too. 


Those males who do cling on to the wilder 
shores of sexism (yes, we know you're still 
out there!) have become smart enough to 
their gobs shut, because they know they 
are outnumbered in a modern, progressive, 
albeit male-dominated union. | didn't feel 
even slightly uncomfortable or out of 
place. Without exception, male delegates 
were inclusive, never patronising, let me 
buy them drinks, didn't call me sweetheart, 
etc. etc. We've moved on from the days I 
spent in another union (won't mention the 
name, but it's general and related to 
transport) when it was fashionable to wolf 
whistle any woman who attempted to take 
the rostrum. Those boys really knew how 
to treat a woman! 


Ten percent of the membership 


Our union isn't like that, and I'd guess 
most unions have moved on in the same 
way. But we certainly need to examine 
why a progressive union like the RMT 
where women are now ten per cent of the 
membership, can only turn out one female 
AGM delegate. The percentage of women 
workers in the industry is even higher, 
concentrated as they are in either part-time 
or temporary jobs where recruitment is 
lower. 


Furthermore, the Council of Executives is 
1 00 per cent male; and there are no 
women Regional Organisers. This is not to 
ignore the women who play significant 
roles at Head Office - but I am here 
concerned with women in elected positions 
in the union. 


So, are women at fault for not grasping 
hard enough the opportunities being 
offered? I suspect that part of the 


discouragement for women is that we feel 
under enormous pressure to prove that 
we're super-women, when we're 
squirming under the equality spot-light. In 
other words, if we're going to displace a 
male colleague, we've got to be brilliant. 
Judging from the performances of some 
men in important elected positions, there 
are plenty of them who don't feel under 
any pressure to be anything other than 
mediocre. 


An intelligent and sensitive woman has 
therefore got to have more than the 
ordinary measure of confidence to be 
sufficiently convinced of her worth. 


A sidelining move? 


I think the other problem is that we've 
tackled the problem from the wrong end. 
The NWAC is an important part of the 
union's structure, but how do women get 
there? Some of the women I've discussed 
this with have certainly not come from a 
position of strength within their branch. 
Rather, many feel that they are pushed into 
this area because there's no other role for 
them. This is a sidelining move, not a way 
of raising women's profile in the branch 
and throughout the union. Perhaps we need 
to look more closely at branch organisation 
as the key to unlocking the mystery of why 
women are discouraged from involvement. 


One NWAC delegate said that she would 
be laughed at if she asked to be AGM 
delegate. Her perception might be wrong, 
but that situation surely needs to be 
challenged. That's why the Women's 
Committee has recommended to all its 
delegates that they consider writing to 
their branch secretaries now, saying that 
they would be interested in being AGM 
delegate next year, and asking for support. 
If an increased women's delegation is not 
achieved next year, the responses will at 
least be interesting material for further 
discussion and action. 


When I've raised the idea of 'positive 
discrimination’ in my union it's usually 
been met (and by some women too) with 
the stale argument about women needing 
to be elected on merit, not just because 
they are women. As if all men are elected 
on merit! It can't be true! There are plenty 
of women of exceptional worth in the 
movement. Let's push them and promote 
them. Let them be an example to other 
women. And, as for merit, let them replace 
those men who are mediocre, who seem to 
achieve success without too much effort, 
often because they're in the right place at 
the right time. This is the real challenge: 
after 25 years of anti-discrimination laws, 
women still earn less than men, have less 
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political power, still carry the major part of 
the nation's child care and housework - 

and they still don't bloody well come to 
branch meetings! If anyone can come up 
with a better solution than 'positive 
discrimination’, I'd like to hear it. 


Reserved places? 


For a start, I'd have reserved places for 
women on all trade union executive 
committees. Just in case there is a 
mechanism operating at the higher levels 
of our movement which stops women 
breaking through that unbreakable glass 
ceiling. I've never been up there, so I 
wouldn't know. And I'd reserve places for 
women at all union conferences. At the 
moment we've got the ludicrous position in 
my union where the Women's Committee 
has the right to send two motions to the 
AGM, but doesn't have the right to send a 
delegate to move them. But this should 
only happen on the basis of branches and 
regional organisations that are truly 
promoting the needs and interests of 
working-class women, and thus finding 
women to truly represent those interests. 
As an ex-member of the Labour Party, I 
know all about promoting female, middle- 
class careerists, who pull the ladder away 
once they've reached the top rung - I often 
see them on TV -sometimes hard to 
recognise after their fashion and make-up 
makeovers! The RMT Advisory 
Committee for women can easily sideline 
activists into the "women's issues" niche, 
rather than first encouraging them to take a 
central role in the life of the branch. While 
there is inequality, I'd certainly support the 
need for women to meet and organise 
separately, in order to gain confidence and 
experience. 


But, as a union activist and representative, 
I don't want to speak only for women, and 
I see the Women's Committee as a 
temporary step on the way to real gender 
equality within the union, not an end in 
itself. 


And what about those bloody meetings! I 
seem to have spent the best years of my 
life talking about how to get people, not 
just women, to meetings. We all know the 
stuff about not meeting in pubs, providing 
child-care expenses, etc. These are very 
important details, of course. My union 
passed a resolution this year to look at 
ways of funding child-care expenses at 
branch level - we already do it at national 
level - something which would help male 
single-parents as well. One delegate 
announced from the rostrum that all the 
London Underground branches meet at 
16.00 hours...all of them in pubs. But, 
important as those issues are, I think 
there's a deeper problem. 

I've also been involved in the peace and 
anti-nuclear movements for a number of 


years. Women aren't in a minority there. In 
my home town of Bridgwater, we've met 
weekly, since the beginning of this year, to 
oppose the Iraq War and its aftermath. 
That's a bigger commitment than union 
branches ask of most members. It looks as 
if we shall continue to meet and organise 
for some time. The point is that most of 
our active members are women. Most of 
those women have children. At least two 
of them have partners who are not 
supportive of their activities. It hasn't 
stopped them. We display a wide range of 
skills and talents all of which are put to 
good use - and I'm not talking about 
making tea. I'm also confident that most 
labour movement and socialist 
organisations would not be able to 
encourage and exploit those skills in the 
way our peace group has. And I'm the only 
woman there who goes to trade union 
meetings. 


The labour movement, on the whole, still 
speaks with a "male" voice - especially the 
industrial unions. And "finding a voice" 
within any organisation is an essential step 
for any member who wants to play a full 
part. There's always seemed to me to be a 
lack of warmth and compassion in the 
movement, which belies our humanitarian 
roots. 


My own union has still got its share of 
men who think that shouting and 
threatening is the best way to disagree 
with someone's point of view. For some 
women this sort of behaviour sets all sort 
of bells ringing. Male violence is a central 
part of British culture, and the ranting and 
raving political activist is, or should be, an 
anachronism. I don't want to overstate this 
- the Labour Party Conference, of course, 
will be full of many quietly-spoken men 
talking the most appalling nonsense, but 
that's another story. 


Terrible twins 


A gender-equal labour movement wouldn't 
be propped up by those terrible twins: 
booze and football. As someone who's 
helped prop up many a late-night bar (in 
the name of feminist research, of course) I 
can honestly say I'm not going to do it any 
more. Honestly! The sea of alcohol which 
accompanies most trade union functions 
isn't one of our best selling points, if we're 
truthful. What's needed. I'd suggest, is a bit 
of gentle self-censorship over how our 
behaviour might affect other people. 


I've probably got this all wrong, but as I'm 
too busy to do a PhD thesis on the subject, 
I'm hoping people out there will be able to 
put me right. Only please come up with 
some fast answers as to how to achieve 
gender equality in the trades unions, so we 
don't have to wait another 25 years. 


Women and the unions 


Victimised Whistle-blowers 


ictimised whislchiowen! soe the 
impact rail privatisation had on train — 7 
_ drivers terms and conditions in the period 

following privatisation. The booklet centres on 
articles written by former RMT and ASLEF 
Health and Safety Representatives respectively 
Sarah Friday and Laurie Holden. Both were _ 
victimised by their Train Operating Companies _ 
after campaigning against attacks on their 
member's safety. Their articles explain the - 
problems they faced, and analyse the usefulness _ 
of safety legislation, the role of their trade unions, 
the HMRI (Her Majesty's Rail Inspectorate) and 
the New Labour Government, as wellas 
employment law, in winning recompense for their 
victimisation. 


Greg Tucker, Secretary of the RMT Train Crew 
and Shunters Grades Conference, writes the 
introduction, in which he explains the history and 
background which led to productivity deals after 
privatisation, causing the biggest attack on train — 
drivers terms and conditions in over 100 years. 
He places this attack in its historic perspective. 


Mike Merritt writes an article on behalf of the _ 
London Hazards Centre (who's advice workers 
were involved in both Sarah and Laurie's cases). 
His article is entitled 'The Great Train Robbery’. It 
looks at the effect that this corporate crime has 
had on both rail workers and the traveling usta 
alike. 


The spectres of the rail disasters at Southall and 
Ladbroke Grove haunt the booklet. The main 
articles by Laurie and Sarah explain how as safety 
reps they reacted to these acts of 'corporate 
carnage’ and how consequently they were 
victimised by their employers. 'Victimised 
whistleblowers' offers a searing indictment of the 
New Labour Government, which, despite 7 years 
in office has still not introduced legislation that 
would send those responsible for these disasters 
to jail. 


Alex Gordon, member of the RMT National 
Executive Committee, concludes the booklet. He 
brings it up to date, writing about a number of | 
European Rail Trades Unions combining to fight 
the insane plans of the European Commission to 
introduce the same disastrous rail privatisation to 
the rest of Europe. He ends the booklet by writing 
that it “provides a privileged insight into the — 
struggles of Health and Safety Reps who grappled 
with what has proved to have been the most 
disastrous privatisation of the Tory years”. 


'Victimised whistleblowers' is a valuable tool for _ 
use in the work place as both a campaigning and 
educational tool. It is a well researched and 
referenced booklet, which will encourage debate 
and campaigning against privatisation amongst _ 
workers and their representatives. 


'Victimised Whistleblowers’ is available from the 
London Hazards Centre on 0207 794 5999 
email: mail@lhc.org.uk or from Sarah Friday on 
07714 106354 email: fridaysarah@hotmail.com 
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Venezuela 


Refoundation of the Venezuelan unions 


National Workers' Union leader Luis 
Primo reports on the first Congress of the 
new Venezuelan UNT. It is reproduced 
from the Vheadline site: 
www.vheadline.com/main.asp 


ast August 1-2, Caracas was a hive 

of activity ... large delegations of 

workers, with high expectations and 
a joyful mood, filled the main room of the 
Parque Central complex. There were more 
than 1,200 delegates present at the First 
Congress of the National Workers' Union 
(Union Nacional Trabajadores - UNT). 


During the two-day meeting, all kinds of 
topics where debated, ranging from the 
problem of work inspectors that in some 
states go hand-in-glove with the bosses, to 
state governors and city mayors who, 
while claiming to be supporters of 
Venezuela's revolutionary process, have 
implemented anti-union measures. The 
three main discussions were on The 
Declaration of Principles, Statutes and a 
Plan of Action that UNT would adopt for 
the coming period. 


In spite of a natural tendency towards 
disorganization, the debate was 
exceptionally rich in content and, most 
importantly, there was a level of worker 
participation and democracy that has never 
been seen before in a union of this type ... 
especially if we compare it to the old 
Venezuelan Confederation of Trade Unions 
(CTV). 


"Participation and information equals 
power, so if all workers do not have equal 
information there is no democracy and 
power does not belong to us", said a 
worker in Workshop 2, where the Statutes 
where being discussed, when he realized 
that most of the workers were unaware of 
them and that they had not yet been 
discussed by the union's rank and file. As a 
result, in the end, neither the Statutes nor 
the Election Rules were voted. As Orlando 
Chirinos, National Coordinator of the 
UNT, said in his summing up "they 
demanded greater democracy by voting 
that all documents should first be sent to 
all branches. The meaning of this is that 
we do not want statutes whose purpose is 
to create a trap.” 


Transform society 


"Our aim is to transform society into a 
self-managing society that will create a 
new model of independent, autonomous 
development and that will emancipate 
humanity once and for all from class 
exploitation, oppression, discrimination 
and exclusion." This statement is to be 
found in the Declaration of Principles, 
which was discussed and approved with 


some added remarks in Workshop 1. 
Furthermore the Declaration states that the 
new union will be guided by the principles 
and values established by the history and 
traditions of struggle of the international 
working class, such as Autonomy, 
Democracy, Solidarity, Internationalism, 
and class-based trade union unity and 
independence. 


Plan of Action 


The most important session was probably 
the one on the union's Plan of Action 
which was discussed and approved in 
Workshop 3. It was also discussed in the 
plenary session, which turned out to be 
more significant. The workers declared, 
among others, the following: to be in 
permanent mobilization against coup 
d'etatism, the private employers’ 
association and those government 
measures which are in conflict with the 
interests of the working-class; they 
committed themselves to the struggle for 
the emancipation of the working class and 
for a government of the workers; they 
called for the removal from Public 
Administration of those who had taken 
part in the coup and who had carried out 
acts of sabotage; to promote participation 
in the decision-making process, through 
"co-government," workers' management of 
the companies and the setting up of an 
independent workers' inspectorate; the 
nationalization of the banks; the rejection 
of any foreign intervention and the setting 
up of new companies under workers' 
control ... these are perhaps the most 
relevant political points that were 
discussed. 


In the discussion on immediate demands 
that the union should be raising: a 36-hour 
week and the creation of a fourth shift to 
reduce unemployment; to participate in 
discussion of the Reform of the Labor 
Law; elaboration of the collective 
bargaining agreements by the rank and file 
workers; banning the bosses' right to fire; 
promote Unemployed Workers' 
Committees; promote Health and Safety 
Committees; to fight for a general increase 
in wages and fight to achieve the same 
rights as permanent workers for workers 
on short term contracts and temporary 
workers. 


These points in the UNT's plan of action, 
together with others, were approved by 
acclamation and with great enthusiasm by 
the worker delegates attending the First 
Congress of the UNT. It is clear now that 
this program needs to be carried out in 
practice and fought for concretely. The 
Provisional Coordinating Committee has a 
huge responsibility now. Its task is to give 
political guidance to the Plan, and to make 


the rank and file workers fully aware of 
what they are doing. 


We believe that if we are to achieve the 
rebirth of the trade union movement in 
Venezuela it is necessary to promote a 
united Venezuelan social/trade union 
movement that is independent, democratic, 
internationalist and guided by principles of 
solidarity. When we speak of a 
"social/trade union" movement we do so to 
underline the need for the trade unions to 
build close links with all the forms of 
organized opposition that stem from the 
people. This would allow for a struggle to 
develop that would increase the standard 
of living, not only for the working class 
but also for all the people in general. Most 
importantly, it would also have to develop 
international solidarity that would bring 
together the international struggle, as well 
as regional and international organizations, 
to face up to global capitalism. 


A political and revolutionary 
consciousness 


However, we also believe that if we want 
to transform here in our own mother 
country, the capitalist relations of property, 
production and distribution, this will only 
be accomplished when the working class 
are called on to decide on the social 
destiny and the use of production, 
communication, distribution and the means 
of consumption. This will only happen 
when we the workers are able to organize 
production techniques and when we 
develop a new way of collective and 
democratic production. This process will 
influence the very being of the workers, 
creating a new working class culture that 
will develop a revolutionary 
consciousness. A fundamental aspect of the 
UNT's policy is to break with a purely 
trade unionist and corporative tradition and 
develop a political and revolutionary 
consciousness. This is to be achieved 
through workers' management of 
production. 


The First Congress of the UNT was a total 
success both in terms of the workers' 
involvement, and more importantly in 
terms of the Plan of Action adopted by the 
Congress, which gives the union a left- 
wing, revolutionary and working class 
orientation. 


The Venezuelan trade union movement, 
with the setting up of the UNT can be 
compared to the horse in our national coat 
of arms. The words in a well-known 
Venezuelan song say more or less the 
following: "we are going to remove the 
bridle from the horse in the coat of arms so 
that he can run free, but to the left because 
we are tired of seeing him go to the right.” 
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United States 


Workers split from IAM and Teamsters 


Two groups of workers in the airline 
industry have recently broken from the 
International Association of Machinists and 
the Teamsters. Malik Miah, a member of 
AMFA Local 9's San Francisco Transition 
Committee reports on the break from the 
IAM union. The article is reproduced from 
Australian Green Left Weekly. Charles 
Walker reports of the Teamsters split. The 
article is from the US magazine Socialist 
Viewpoint. 


related employees at United Airlines, on 

July 14 the Aircraft Mechanics' 
Fraternal Association (AMFA) replaced the 
International Association of Machinists 
(IAM) as their union. The victory came 
after a campaign by rank-and-file unionists 
in response to the failed policies of the 
incumbent union. United Airlines is the 
world's second largest air carrier. 


[: a stunning victory for mechanics and 


AMEFA now represents more mechanics in 
the US airline industry than any other trade 
union. It also represents airline mechanics 
employed by Northwest Airlines, Alaska 
Airlines and, in January, AMFA won 
certification at Southwest Airlines. With 
mechanics at United Airlines, AMFA 
represents more than 20,000 active 
mechanics and related workers. It is in the 
middle of volunteer organising campaigns 
at American Airlines (the world's largest 
carrier), Delta, US Airways and American 
West. 


The vote at United was not close. Of the 
13,144 eligible voters, 5234 (63.5%) voted 
for AMFA, while 2992 (34%) voted for the 
IAM, which has been at the airline since 
1945. The voting eligibility list included 
thousands of laid-off employees and non- 
union salaried employees added to the list 
two years ago with the IAM's support. 

The internal revolt (AMFA does not use 
outside organisers) was led by mechanics 
who were fed up with the concessions made 
to management by the IAM leaders and the 
lack of union democracy. Secrecy was the 
officials’ motto as they talked more to 
management than to their own dues-paying 
members. Decisions were made behind the 
members' backs and they had to follow the 
rumour mills and company propaganda to 
learn their fate. 

The incumbents became close partners with 
top management as concessions were wrung 
from the workers, first under the misguided 
Employee Stock Ownership Plan in 1994, 
which gave workers shares that are now 
virtually worthless with United Airlines in 
bankruptcy. The workers' contract became 
almost meaningless as management 
imposed its will and subcontracted out more 
and more of their work. 

The final nail in the IAM's coffin occurred 
on April 30 when, under the gun of the 


bankruptcy court, a new contract was 
signed containing massive concessions by 
the union. The next day, after the pact was 
approved, the certification election was 
announced. 


AMEFA rejects secret negotiations and the 
signing any “letters of confidentiality” with 
management. AMFA does not promise a 
quick reversal of the setbacks that United 
workers have suffered. It can't. The aim is 
to first close the barn door and stop the 
erosion of the contract. 


Based on AMFA's democratic principles 
and philosophy of treating members with 
respect, the mechanics and related workers 
are ready to stand up and fight for a better 
future at the airline. 


North West Flight 
Attendants 


hen Northwest Flight Attendants 
voted last week to leave the 
Teamsters Union and join an 


independent union, the Professional Flight 
Attendants Association, no one should have 
been surprised, least of all Teamsters 
President James Hoffa, the son of the 
legendary Jimmy Hoffa. After twenty-six 
years, at least a majority of the 11,000 flight 
attendants had their fill of the union and the 
heavy-handed autocracy that’s back in the 
union’s headquarters and fully in charge. 
The head of the Teamsters for a Democratic 
Union (TDU), Ken Paff, said in a prepared 
statement, “Hoffa essentially drove 11,000 
Teamsters out of the union, 75 percent of 
them women, by refusing to deal with their 
issues or their elected leaders.” 


The Teamsters Union came close to losing 
the flight attendants before. On the eve of 
their 1990 preparations to decertify from 
the union, Ron Carey, then a candidate for 
the union’s top post, urged the flight 
attendants to stay, saying that when he won 
the election he would see that their 
problems would get his close attention. As 
president, one of Carey’s first moves was to 
facilitate the organization of a national 
union local for the flight attendants, who 
were separated in scattered local unions, 
and therefore always had minority status 
and influence. For a time the flight 
attendants seemed hopeful. They 
overwhelming voted for Carey the two 
times he ran for president and elected a 
slate of reform officers, some of whom 
joined TDU, attended TDU’s annual 
conventions and served as key TDU leaders 
and organizers. 


But when agents of the federal government 
drove Carey from the union on bogus 
charges that a federal jury wouldn’t buy, the 


relationship between the national union and 
the flight attendants once again soured. 
First, Hoffa put his power behind a 
proposed concessionary contract that the 
flight attendants decisively rejected, despite 
a Madison Ave-type campaign by Hoffa that 
included multiple mailings to workers 
homes and a videotape plea for their 
ratification. When some flight attendants 
last year began to organize for a 
decertification vote, Hoffa removed the 
local union’s officers and installed his 
supporters, ending any chance for 
reconciliation. 


The former local union leadership led the 
decertification campaign, and seemingly 
had little trouble in winning a majority to 
their view that the Teamsters Union was not 
in the best interests of the flight attendants. 
TDU refers to the flight attendants choice to 
represent them now as an “upstart,” partly 
meaning a small independent union that 
won’t have the clout to defend the workers 
from the airline bosses, now on an industry- 
wide drive for massive concessions. 
Reportedly, Northwest is demanding that 
the flight attendants agree to wage and other 
concessions totaling some $900 million 
over 6 years. 


From the start TDU clearly believed that the 
flight attendants were making a grievous 
error, and attempted to win some 
concessions from Hoffa that might head-off 
the decertification. ““TDU leaders tried 
repeatedly,” they say, “to consult with and 
help the Teamster leadership, calling for 
expanding the Teamster leadership team, 
promising a clear end-date to end the 
trusteeship with a pledge that the unpopular 
Hoffa-appointees would not seek office.” 


But obviously, the flight attendants had no 
good choices. They could vote to give up 
unionism all together, they could continue 
to endure what TDU has repeatedly called 
Hoffa’s strong-arm tactics, or they could 
attempt to use their leverage independently, 
unhindered by Hoffa’s callous interference. 
With their past gains under attack from their 
bosses, chances are slim that they will 
prevail where other airline unions are 
failing. Yet the choice they made to get out 
from under the Teamster bureaucracy is one 
that many workers will understand. 


In an independent union, the flight 
attendants stand a chance of learning more 
about the pitfalls of business unionism, as 
their democratic structure gives them a 
better feel for the battleground of the class- 
struggle being waged against them. To the 


_ extent that these experiences provide the 


basis for a new beginning, a militant 
unionism, the flight attendants have chosen 
the right course. 
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Israel 


Local and Migrant Workers Make Common Cause 


Below we reproduce a joint statement by 
the Workers Advice Centres and the 
Hotline for Migrant Workers in relation 
to the exploitation of cheap migrant 
labour. 


he Workers Advice Center (Ma'an) 

and the Hotline for Migrant 

Workers jointly demand that the 
Government of Israel desist from 
approving the import of additional migrant 
workers (foreign workers). We have two 
objectives: to eliminate the trafficking in 
migrant workers, who are treated like 
slaves, and to encourage the return of 
ousted local workers (especially Arabs) to 
the labor force. 


The Hotline for Migrant Workers and the 
Workers Advice Center (WAC or Ma'an in 
Arabic) together oppose the government's 
declared intention to "open the skies" for 
the import of additional migrant workers. 
Unorganized, often working 12 hours daily 
7 days a week, at low wages, migrants 
from Asia, Africa, and Eastern Europe cost 
local employers much less than local 
workers. The Arab citizens, in particular, 
once made up the principal labor force in 
construction and agriculture. The import of 
migrants has rendered them non- 
competitive. We demand an immediate 
halt to such practices. 


The current policy is that of a "revolving 
door". The conditions for legal migrant 
workers are "slavery-like," as stated in a 
report issued by the U.S. State Department 
this week. As a result, many migrants go 
‘illegal’, seeking better conditions. They 
are then hunted down, arrested, and 
deported, while new ‘legal’ migrants are 
imported. Under these circumstances, local 
workers in construction and agriculture 
find themselves shunted out of the labor 
market. 


Conditions of enslavement 


WAC-Ma'an and the Hotline serve very 
different populations, but our collaboration 
on this issue attests to the deep connection 
that exists between government policy 
toward migrant workers and. the bleak 
situation of unemployed locals. While the 
conditions of enslavement among migrants 
constitute a severe violation of human 
rights, this is only part of the story. It is 
precisely because of these conditions that 
contractors prefer the migrants. They can 
exploit and enslave them with impunity, 
while raking in higher profits. By 
approving the import of yet more migrant 
workers, the government eliminates the 
possibility of bringing locals back into the 
labor market under humane conditions. 
Thus, it exacerbates the unemployment 


problem. 


After extensive experience in the field, 
WAC-Ma'an and the Hotline conclude that 
government policy is directly responsible 
for the development of the slavery-like 
conditions among the migrants, for the 
high rate of unemployment among local 
workers, and for the negative impact on 
the salaries of locals who continue to 
work. This policy serves only a tiny group 
of well-connected personnel agencies and 
employers, who earn vast fortunes on the 
backs of migrant workers. Apart from the 
evils mentioned above, they also (illegally 
and "under the table") charge migrant 
workers thousands of dollars in return for 
the opportunity to work here. They sell 
these laborers to other employers, while 
keeping their passports all in violation of 
Israeli law. The government allows the 
employers to enslave these workers and 
then deports them, at taxpayer expense, in 
order to bring new victims. 


Inciting xenophobia 


While importing migrant workers with one 
hand, the government argues that the mass 
deportations are necessary in order to 
create jobs for Israelis. The rising 
unemployment rate belies this claim. The 
deportations are merely designed to shift 
public attention away from the failure to 
resolve the problem of unemployment. 
Instead of acknowledging that failure, the 
government blames migrant workers, 
inciting xenophobia. The real problem is 
not "foreign workers" but rather the 
systematic exploitation and abuse of a 
labor force that is captive, underpaid, and 
voiceless. 


In the past 18 months, nearly 20,000 ° 
migrant workers have been deported, 
many of them construction workers. In the 
same period, WAC-Ma'an has succeeded 
in putting 600 local construction workers 


back on the job. More than 1000 additional 


unemployed workers have approached 
WAC-Ma'an, seeking jobs. Most 
construction companies, however, public 
declarations aside, have no interest in local 


workers, nor in foreign workers who are 
already here. Instead they prefer new 
workers from abroad. On the surface, the 
policy of simultaneously importing 
workers (at their own expense) and 
deporting others (at taxpayer expense) 
seems completely irrational. In practice, 
however, this policy suits the interests of a 
small but extremely powerful lobby of 
personnel companies, agricultural firms, 
and contractors. 


The new intention to "open the skies" 
violates the recommendations of experts 
on the Israeli labor market. The 
government should cancel the so-called 
"binding" agreement, whereby migrant 
workers are "bound" to a single employer. 
It should equalize the earnings of all 
workers within each industrial sector. Such 
steps would make it less advantageous to 
employ migrant workers and re-open 
doors for locals. Instead, however, the 
government has surrendered to the small 
group of stakeholders, who remain 
apathetic to the human and economic price 
paid by thousands of jobless local workers 
and thousands of migrants. 


Public campaign 


In the light of this situation, WAC-Ma'an 
and the Hotline for Migrant Workers have 
decided to organize a public campaign to 
protest these policies. We call upon all 
who support our position to join in the 
struggle. As organizations serving 
different sectors of the labor force, we see 
this as a landmark opportunity to create an 
organized power base that will protect 
workers' rights and human rights, while 
improving the humanity of Israeli society 
as a whole. 


WAC-Ma'an gives legal advice to workers. 
It works to integrate Arab and Palestinian 
workers into the construction sector. It 
supports, in particular, the integration of 
Arab workers, who suffer from severe 
unemployment. For details, contact 
Michal Freedman at +972-3-6839145 / 


+972-53-435546 wacnas@netvision.net.il. 
www.workersadvicecenter.org 


The Hotline for Migrant Workers is a 
human-rights organization that works to 
abolish slavery and the trafficking in 
human beings in Israel. It helps migrant 
workers, especially those detained and 
awaiting deportation, to actualize their 
rights as workers and as human beings. 
For details, contact Sigal Rozen: +972-3- 
5602530 / +972-64-723331 / 


sigal333@012.net.il. 
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A dais 16 Win 


ince 1995, 35,000 Israeli-Arab 
construction workers have lost their 
jobs. They are victims of two 
successive processes. The first is political: 
starting in 1992, the Rabin government 
slapped closure on the Occupied 
Territories. Palestinians from the West 
Bank and Gaza could not get to work. For 
them and their families, the result has been 
catastrophic. For Israel, the initial result 
was a dearth of construction workers. 
Then began the second process: the 
government issued permits, allowing 
contractors to import foreign labor. 


At first the foreign workers replaced the 
shut-out Palestinians. With the eating, 
however, came appetite. The foreigners 
pay thousands of dollars in advance, under 
the table, for the privilege of working 
here. They are cheap, unorganized and 
easy to exploit. Israeli Arabs, who had 
made up the main labor force in 
construction, have not been able to 
compete. The contractors have dumped 
them, importing even more from Rumania, 
Poland, China and elsewhere. 


In a few years, the new work force has 
completely replaced the local one. 


Today, amid a chaotic labor market, Video 
'48 reveals the factors at play in the 
construction industry. The camera follows 
the Minister of Labor, the President of the 
Contractors' Association, the manager of 
the Employment Service, managers at 
construction sites, and especially the 
jobless workers. 


Another factor is the Workers Advice 
Center (WAC — or Ma'an in Arabic). The 
camera tracks WAC's first steps in a 
campaign called "A Job to Win." At the 
time of the filming, WAC had managed, 
against all odds, to return 400 Arab 
construction workers to their jobs. The 
number is now 600, and hundreds more 
are organized and waiting. 


Contact WAC for details of obtaining a 
copy: wacnas@netvision.net.il 


AN gas = 
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Israel 


International delegation 


WAC is organisaing an international 
delegation to Israel. It explains below. 


Why organize a delegation? 


We at WAC call upon you to sign up for the 
organization of an international delegation, 
composed of representatives from trade unions, 
that will visit Israel to investigate the job 
market, especially activities that appear to 
contradict labor regulations and basic rights. 
Your participation will help show workers' 
organizations around the world that it is 
necessary to put an end to the actions being 
carried out in contravention of international 
agreements signed by Israel. This is an urgent 
issue, because the harsh realities of the Israeli 
job market have become an integral part of the 
Palestinian-Israeli conflict. 


After its visit, the delegation will be able to 
provide first-hand evidence of the conditions in 
the Israeli job market, helping to pressure not 
only the Israeli government, but all 
governments whose cooperation allows the 
trade in human beings to continue, including 
the governments of Romania, China, Thailand, 
Turkey and the Philippines. 


WAC has extensive contacts both in Israel and 
among workers! organizations worldwide. It 
will draw up a plan of action for the delegation 
that will include meetings with official bodies, 
NGOs, workers representatives etc. 


We believe that the formation of such a 
delegation will contribute to the workers' 
struggle in the following ways: 


It will help the campaign to end the closure on 
the Occupied Territories. 

It will help to end discrimination in the labor 
market. 

It will advance WAC's campaign "A Job to 
Win.” 

It will exert pressure to end the slave trade. 

It will help to end the maltreatment of migrant 
workers. 

It will foster international cooperation on 
questions of union rights and migrant labor. 


Before 1993, 120,000 Palestinians from the 
Occupied Territories worked in Israel. Their 
earnings made up a major part of the income in 
the West Bank and Gaza. In that year, however, 
Israel imposed closure on them. Along with the 
poverty and deprivation in the Territories, 
Israel turned a blind eye to the exploitation of 
migrant workers who had been legally 
imported within the framework of 
intergovernmental agreements. By law these 
workers are entitled to reasonable working 
conditions, but in their case the government 
ignores its obligation to enforce the 
employment laws. 


WAC in defense of Palestinian workers 
As a workers' organization, WAC emphasizes 


the struggle against the policy of 
discrimination against the Palestinian 


population in Israel. During the last six years, 
WAC has been working against 
unemployment, which in many towns amounts, 
as said, to 20 percent (and the figure does not 
include Arab women, of whom only 19% seek 
work outside the home; the others are not 
included in statistics on joblessness). This 
difficult situation has become worse since 2000 
because of the economic crisis, which led to 
drastic cuts in government expenditure, 
increasing the poverty of the Arab workers. 


Against this background, WAC began opening 
the doors of construction companies to Arab 
workers. Since January 2002, WAC has placed 
600 workers in 15 leading construction 
companies, on the basis of organized labor and 
within the framework of existing collective 
agreements. Those companies that consented to 
employ workers through WAC agreed to pay 
fair wages, a real achievement for the 
Palestinian workers. 


In January 2003, after a fierce struggle with the 
Association of Contractors and Builders in 
Israel (ACBI), WAC signed an agreement with 
them, according to which they would 
encourage the building firms to contact us with 
a view to the hiring of workers in accordance 
with existing labor law. ACBI used this 
agreement as a fig leaf, however, while 
continuing its lobbying efforts to bring in 
migrant workers under the same old terms. We 
conducted a huge media campaign against this 
lobbying, leading ACBI to sever the 
agreement. 


The import of unorganized migrant workers 
leads to exploitation, enslavement, and 
eventual deportation, but not only that: it 
breaks the local labor force. As many studies 
have pointed out, it is the weaker, less 
organized sectors of the labor force that are 
hardest hit. 


We claim that only extreme pressure on the 
government of Israel and on governments that 
cooperate with the import policy can bring an 
end to this situation. 


WAC has become a public voice with regard to 
the labor market in construction. We appear 
frequently in the press. We have addressed 
Knesset committees and the Ministry of 
Industry and Trade. During the last year and a 
half, we have worked to create public pressure 
for a change of direction. 


The workers in construction and agriculture 
lack the protection of a trade union. It is vital to 
build awareness of the need for unionization, 
with the aim of encouraging cooperation 
among workers of all backgrounds Arab, 
Jewish and migrant. 


A delegation of representatives from trade 


“unions will help increase the pressure to stop 


the trade in humans and the racial 
discrimination. It will fuel the attempt to build 
progressive unionism in Israel. 
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Brazil 


Brazil aie the Free Trade Area of the Atieriows 


We reproduce an article from James 
Petras, from the ‘rebelion’ web site. Petras 
analyses the policy of the Lula government 
in relation to the FTA and its overall 
economic policy. 


he best way to understand Brazil's 

position on the FTAA is to began by 

examining the key policymakers 
involved in making foreign economic 
policy. The president of the Central Bank is 
Henrique Meirelles, former president of 
Fleet Boston Global Bank, an orthodox 
neo-liberal with excellent working 
relations with Wall Street. The Minister of 
Finance is Antonio Palocci a former 
Trotskyist, who has converted his former 
dogmatic leftism to embrace "free market" 
doctrines. The Minister of Commerce Luiz 
Fernando Furlan is a millionaire owner of 
an agro-business enterprise - and 
practitioner of neo-liberal policies. The 
minister of Agriculture is Roberto 
Rodriguez who was the president of the 
Brazilian Agro-Industrial Association is an 
ardent advocate of genetically modified 
crops and close collaborator with 
Monsanto, the US corporate giant. 


On September 25, 2003 the Lula regime 
legalized genetically modified soybeans. 
The Foreign Minister, Celso Amorin, is 
another former Marxist who has moved to 
the right and is working closely with the 
US Trade Commissioner Zoellick in co- 
chairing the FTAA preparatory 
commission. President Luis Inacio Lula da 
Silva, the ex-metal worker (almost a 
quarter century ago) himself has converted 
to the free trade doctrine. Leading off the 
UN General Assembly meeting in 
September 2003, he attacked the 
protectionism of the industrialized 
countries and defended the thesis that 
protectionism is the greatest obstacle to the 
development of the world's productive 
forces and those who do practice 
protectionism would gain much more with 
the dynamic of a global economy based on 
real and complete liberation of trade . 


Promoting its agro-exports 


The Lula regime's strategy is to promote its 
competitive agro-export producers and to 
secure unfettered access to US and 
European markets, especially in citric 
products and soy beans - a multi-billion 
dollar business. To this end Lula has 
definitively shelved any serious domestic 
agrarian reform, settling only 2,000 
families in the first 9 months in office, a 
tenth of the previous regimes, a thirtieth of 
his once promised 60,000 families and one 
sixtieth of what the MST (Landless Rural 
Workers Movement) demands. 


US corporate farmers in the West and 
South have powerful voice in Washington 
and resist any lowering of trade barriers 
and subsidies, and the Bush Administration 
relies on their political support. 


“A real and complete free market” 


In order to counter-act the US resistance to 
what Lula calls a "real and complete" free 
market, the Lula team has formulated a 
strategy of collective pressure via 
coalitions with other countries. At the 
Cancun meeting of World Trade Ministers 
(September 2003), Brazil spearheaded the 
opposition of "The 21", (Third World 
countries - including China, India and 
South Africa) demanding the end of US 
and EU trade subsidies and anti-dumping 
regulation. Brazil took the leadership at 
Cancun and gained leverage for its own 
bilateral negotiations with the US, to 
further agro-export interest under the 
banner of "anti-globalization". In fact 
Lula's policy was to promote symmetrical 
neo-liberalism, and had no interest in 
defending small farmers producing for the 
local market. 


The second strategy of the Lula regime is 
to strengthen and expand MERCOSUR 
(the regional economic integration group 
which includes Argentina, Uruguay and 
Paraguay to include Bolivia, Chile, Peru 
and Venezuela) not as an alternative to 
FTAA but as a tool for strengthening its 
international negotiating position in 
relation to North America . 


The third and related strategy is to engage 
in bilateral free trade agreements with 
other Latin American countries in order to 
secure markets and present the US with a 
very lucrative opportunity to gain a variety 
of open markets ifthe US is willing to 
really drop its protectionist policies. Brazil 
is not building an alternative integration 
system excluding the US per se, but is 
trying to force the US to liberalize and 
provide trading opportunities for the 
agrarian elite which is the backbone of 
Lula's export growth strategy. US business 
interests and Trade Commissioner Zoellick 
are intent on securing a "broad and 
comprehensive" trade, investment, 
services, and intellectual property rights 
agreement while shoving the issue of US 
agricultural protectionism off the agenda 
and having it dealt with in the Doha round. 


The US wants to both totally dominate 
Latin American finance, industry, services 
and research (re-colonizing the region 
through a set of regulations controlled by 
the US) and protect its uncompetitive 
agricultural and manufacturing sectors. 
Brazil, with its own powerful agro- 


industrial corporations is trying to pressure 
the US by building coalitions which offer 
greater opportunities to secure FTAA 
passage but on condition that their own 
bourgeoisie also benefits. In November, 
Brazil and the US will co-chair a meeting 
to push for a FTAA agreement in 2005. 
The US has succeeded in pushing the issue 
of farm subsidies off the negotiating table 
and the US has forced Brazil to agree to 
bilateral free trade talks between the US 
and MERCOSUR in the context of FTAA. 


Progressives and NGO's who saw Brazil's 
leadership of "The 21" at Cancun as part of 
an anti-globalization movement are 
completely mistaken; the Brazilian 
policymakers, policies and alliances are 
neither anti-globalization and even less 
anti-imperialist. The notion that Brazil's 
promotion of MERCOSUR is an 
alternative to the FTAA is also a mistaken 
notion, Brazilian leaders see it as a means 
of pressuring the US to secure advantages 
for local agro-export elites within the 
FTAA. The Brazilians will certainly 
bargain and insist on concessions against a 
US regime that wants it all - free flow of 
investments and control of Latin America 
and protectionism at home. 


Opposition to the FTAA 


Opposition to the FTAA comes not from 
the Da Silva regime of neo-liberals but 
from the great majority of Brazilians. In an 
informal referendum in 2002, 11 million 
Brazilians voted and 95% were against the 
FTAA. The leading social movements, like 
the MST, trade unions, the progressive 
sectors of the Church, Marxist parties and 
dissident radical members of the PT are 
spearheading the campaign of opposition. 
They represent the real alternative to neo- 
liberalism at home and via the FTAA. 


“Allies in the cause of 
democracy” 


“We have built creative, entrepreneurial 
societies....Our partnership of shared 
values leads us to seek a natural 
partnership of shared endeavors. 

... the United States and Brazil are and will 
remain allies in the cause of democracy. 
We will share our experience in nurturing 
and strengthening democratic institutions 
the world over, thereby fighting challenges 
to the democratic order from poverty, 
illiteracy, Wioleronce, and terrorism.” 


A joint statement by the USA and Brazil at 
the end of Lula’: visit to the USA and that 
greater defender of democracy George 
Bush! Sadly we are not joking. — 
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Union News 


Appledore Occupation 


Shipyard workers in the Appledore yard in 
North Devon have occupied the yard in the 
face of possible closure and the loss of 550 
jobs.. Union convenor Roy Harkness said: 
“We have no intention other than to 
demonstrate to the government and 
possible purchasers that we are united as a 
workforce with skills and knowledge. We 
are not prepared to surrender to the 
receivers.” 


The workforce had already been on short- 
time working for 15 weeks, taking home 
75% of normal earnings. 


The occupation web site says: 


“Appledore is not a “basket case”. This is a 
viable business with a highly motivated 
workforce...There is significant amopunts 
of work potentially in the offing and this 
includes a repeat offer to build a ferry for 
Caledonian MacBrayne.” 


The Trades Unions have reached an 
agreement with the Receivers which will 
leave the Shop Stewards Committee 
effectively in charge of the site. Trade 
Union facilities will carry on as normal 
providing welfare and support for 
members. 


The future of 32 apprentices looks 
extremely uncertain due to benefit rules on 
apprenticeships. 


The money for their training could dry up 
if they sign on. The tutor who teaches the 
apprentices has also been dismissed. 

The Union is desperately seeking support 
to allow the apprentices to complete their 
training. The Receivers have been called in 
to begin negotiations with potential buyers 
and the former employees could receive 
statutory redundancy payments only. The 
reality is that it will take weeks before 
benefits and redundancy payments come 
through. Former employees have been on 
short-time working for over three months 
and are desperately short of money. 


Gary Smith, GMB Senior Organiser, said: 


“Tronically, since the Receivers came in we 
have had more information about the 
problems that face the Yard and the 
challenges as they go forward. We are now 
in negotiations with Receivers and are 
trying to maintain communication through 
the Shop Stewards’ structure and trying to 
make welfare payments. We urgently need 
cash to support our work and are calling on 
the local community and wider Trade 
Union movement to send donations to the 
Appledore Shipbuilders Welfare Club.” 


Visit the web site at: 


Http://work-in.blogspot.com 

Contact the union work in at: 

Union Offices, Appledore Ship Builders, 
Bideford, North Devon Ex39 1LX 
E-mail messages of support to: 
appledorefuture@hotmail.com 

Make cheques payable to: 

Appledore Shipbuilders Welfare Club 


BECTU debate on 
Labour link 


ollowing its conference decision to 

examine alternatives to New Labour 

representation in Parliament, the 
BECTU executive has organised a series of 
11 regional meetings to provide a forum 
for members to discuss the issue. 
The timing of the ballot on whether or not 
to maintain the link has yet to be 
determined. 


Support for producers 
sacked by the BBC 


he two BBC Arabic Service 
journalists sacked for bringing 
tribunal cases alleging race 


discrimination have started legal 
proceedings against BBC governors. 


Since their controversial dismissal in 
February, Adli Hawwari, a Palestinian, and 
Abdul-Hadi Jiad, an Iraqi, have 
consistently claimed the BBC flouted 
employment law by dismissing them 
without a fair hearing. 


Backed by the NUJ, they have organised a 
series of protests and pickets of BBC 
buildings. In July they and their supporters 
came face to face with Director-General 
Greg Dyke for the first time since they 
were sacked. The BBC has confirmed that 
the sacking decision was taken by the D-G 
himself. 


Abdul-Hadi Jiad said: "He was just blank- 
faced. I asked him to check if I had ever 
been warned or disciplined prior to my 
sacking and told him that we had been 
sacked on unfounded grounds. We spoke to 
him again on the way out and he told us to 
speak to his people." 


The two men are being represented by 
Imran Khan, the lawyer who acted for the 
family of murdered teenager Stephen 
Lawrence in their case against police, who 
has issued proceedings demanding to see 
all the BBC's documentation on the case. 
It is expected to come to court in 
November. 


Abdul-Hadi Jiad said: "We have recovered 
from the initial demonising onslaught from 
the BBC. Firstly because the claims were 

unfounded and secondly because people up 


and down the country don't believe their 
claims. The response from our colleagues, 
trade unions and other journalists here and 
abroad has been tremendous." 


The pair had been involved in 17 
employment tribunals and 20 appeals and 
had spent 51 days in court and numerous 
other hearings over the past five years. The 
union says the corporation's charges were 
"riddled with half-truths and falsehoods, 
attempting to justify their illegal action" 
and that its actions flouted the BBC's own 
internal guidelines. 


The union is circulating a petition to 
Greg Dyke and BBC Chairman Gavin 
Davies. Visit the NUJ web site for the 
petition: www.nuj.org.uk 

or the campaign web site at: 
www.unjustbbe.co.uk 


Unison activist wins 
Tribunal 


n Wednesday, 17 September, the 

Movement for Justice leader and 

UNISON shop steward Alex 
Owolade won a stunning victory against 
the racist policies of Lambeth Council 
management. 


The Employment Tribunal that heard his 
case ruled that Mr. Owolade, a black 
Lambeth Council UNISON shop steward, 
“had not only the right but the duty” to 
defend his members interests against 
management racism. 


Against the “wide background” of 
evidence of racial discrimination and 
anagement’s continuing refusal to respond 
to workers’ complaints, the Tribunal ruled: 
“Vigorous action aimed at the manager of 
the unit was therefore justified”. 


The Tribunal defended the UNISON 
leaflets produced by Mr. Owolade, which 
gave details of the history of institutional 
racism in the former Lambeth Community 
Alarms Service (LCAS) and named the 
manager involved: “... In the circumstances 
the pamphlets were a permissible means of 
taking action against an unjust 
management and were within the scope for 
his trade union activities”. 


The Employment Tribunal decision clearly 
establishes that the protection of Section 2 
of the Race Relations Act applies to 
workers who take a public stand against 
racist treatment and management refusal to 
act on their complaints. It establishes that 
claims of hurt feelings by managers can’t 


_ be used to nullify this right, as Lambeth 


Council management has tried to do in Mr. 
Owolade’case. Full story on Black 
Information Link web site at: 
www.blink.org.uk 
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End the occupation of Iraq 


ne journalist described the debate 
on Iraq at the Labour Party 
conference as being 
choreographed. RMT’s resolution calling 
for withdrawal of the US and British 
troops from Iraq, received the fifth highest 
vote in the ballot (only four 
‘contemporary’ resolutions are allowed), 
so it did not make the agenda. Attempts to 
introduce an emergency resolution were 
blocked. So discussion on the war was 
only in the context of a debate on the 
government’s foreign policy overall. 


But all the rhetoric of Blair and others 
cannot disguise the fact that the 
‘rebuilding’ of Iraq is in deep crisis. In the 
United States opinion has already turned 
against the Bush government. Not only do 
many people feel duped, but the daily 
killing of US troops and the extension of 
the stay of reservists in Iraq has produced a 
movement of military families on the 
theme of ‘Bring the troops home’. 


The $87 billion dollars which the Bush 
government has demanded for the 
occupation, jars with the domestic 
economic situation; the collapse of the 
privatised electricity system, the near 
financial collapse of many States, and the 
widespread poverty of many millions. 


The decision of the Iraqi Provisional 
Council to open up the whole economy for 
selling off to US big business, shows the 
economic purpose of the invasion, if 
anybody doubted that ‘to the victor go the 
spoils’. Foreign companies will have the 
right to own outright Iraqi companies, 
except those in the oil, gas and minerals. 


There will be no restriction on the amount 
of profits that can be spirited away. 
Corporate tax will be set at only 15%. 
Iraq has 192 public sector companies up 
for offer. 


With masses of people not yet having 
access to reliable electricity or water, one 
of the obviously crucial contracts soon to 
be dispensed is for mobile phones! 


The man described as Iraqi Finance 
Minister (courtesy of the US) said: 


“We are providing Iraqi citizens with the 
freedom and opportunities they were 
denied for so long under the Baath party to 
realise their economic potential. The 
reforms will advance efforts to build a free 
Iraq and open market economy...” 


Iraqi quagmire 


The depth of the problems of the 
occupation is reflected in the shift in 
policy of the Bush administration. They 
now want the United Nations and other 
countries to come to their aid as they sink 
deeper into the Iraqi quagmire. This is a 
climb-down for a President who declared 
the UN “irrelevant” when he sent his 
troops into Iraq. 


In Britain the oily and sanctimonious 
words of Blair, as the absence of ‘WMD’ 
becomes apparent, has produced opinion 
polls which show that the majority of the 
population does not believe Blair to have 
been straight with them. 


The passing of a resolution at the British 
TUC, which unanimously called for the 
withdrawal of US and British troops, is an 
indication of the direction of opinion. This 
reflects the level of union affiliation to the 
Stop the War coalition. 


In defending the war, Defence Secretary 
Geoff Hoon used the visit of an Iraqi trade 
unionist to wax eloquent on the new rights 
that Iraqi workers would be granted. The 
irony could hardly have been missed. 


The British unions need to work to support 
the rebuilding of independent unions in 
Iraq, as well as the unemployed movement 
which has been organising mass 
demonstrations in the country. But we 
should be wary of who we provide support 
for, and their independence from the 
nascent Iraqi regime and the occupation 
forces. 


As we write this a trade union delegation 
including RMT EC member Alex Gordon, 
is visiting Iraq. We will publish a report in 
the next issue and hopefully a picture of 
the trade union forces on the ground. 


Meanwhile the unions should be 
campaigning for the occupation to end. It 
is serving the political purposes of the US 
political establishment and the multi- 
nationals seeking to make a fast buck. 


But we should never forget, as Michael 
Moore recently wrote, that: 

“..1 hold Blair more responsible than Bush 
for this war...Bush couldn’t have got away 
with this without Blair.” 


To get a picture of the growing movement 
in the USA you should visit a avalos 
sites: 


Bring Them Heme koe a 

www. .bringthemhomenow.org. 

United for Peace and Justice - 
www.unitedforpeace.org — 

Military Families ies Out 
www.mfso.org — 

Stop the War Prohtcca: Ss End the 

Corporate Invasion of Iraq _ 

www southernstudies.org/eampaignpage 

asp: 

US Labor Against ie Var 


Wvaruslaberagalnetyanorg 


Like this magazine? Take out a subscription! 


For £5 we will send you the next 4 issues. International subscriptions are £8 sterling. Why not get your union branch to 
order a bundle to distribute to shop stewards and activists? 


Please send me........ copies of the next 4 issues 
I/we would like to sponsor SOLIDARITY 


Name/Organisation...........::::::eeeeeeeee 


| enclose £........ Plus a donation of £........ 
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